
DON SCHEL1,HARDI' 
(iovernmcnt Relation.. & Family Law Attorney 

45 Hracewood Road 
Waterbury, Connecticut 06706 

Dccember 20,2002 

Marlene 1 1 .  Dortch, Secrelary 
Federal Communications Commission 
345 I?"' Street S.  w 
Washinbdon, DC 20554 

RE: Reply Comments to Petition For Reconsideration 
In FCC Docket 99-325 (IBOC Radio Digitalization) 

Ilear Commissioners and Commission Slaft; 

I am writing on behalf ofthe 36 parties IO an October Petition For Reconsideration in 
FCC Docket M M  09-325. 
AMHERST ALLIANCE, V I R G I N I A  CENTER FORTHE PUBLIC PRESS (VCPP) and 
3 2  other concerned parties on October 25, 2002. 
through subsequent declarations liled on behalf of 2 retroactive signatories. 

l'he 36 Partics to that October 25 Pelition For Reconsideration now submit Reply 
Comments it? r p p i . v / / i o t z  / ( J  a more recent Petition For Reconsideration in the same 
Docket. 'That Petition was tiled by G1.EN CLARK & ASSOCLATES, a Pennsylvania 
broadcast consulting firm, through the Washington. DC law firm of Garvey Schubert 
Barer. l'he Petition i s  dated December I O ,  2002 but was not posted on the FCC's 
Electronic CommenL Filing System (ECFS) until December 1 5 ,  2002. 

We urge the Commission to reject the GC&A Petition because it was not timely tiled. 
/ \ V I )  iiiiin1h.v Izuve pu.wed hcforo /he I 'c l i / ioner sciuglif reconsiu'er.u/ion of t h e  
( ' o m n i . v ~ v ; o ~  :v Order ofOc./oher I O .  
expansion of an Order which i s  already procedurallv premature and based on inadequate 
evidence. as our own Petition ol'October 25 demonstrates in some detail. 

That Petition For Reconsideration was tiled by THE 

The number of parties rose lo 36 

In addition, the December 10 Petition seeks 

Ifthe FCC' dcc~des to consider the merits otthe December I O  GC&A Petition, In spite of 
these concerns, i t  should.fir.r/ consider the merits of our own October 25 Petition. Our 
Petition was tiled well before the GC&A Petition. More importantly, the FCC's 
approval ofour Petition would render consideration of the GC&A Petition moot and 
unnecessan lherefore, considering our Petition tirst i s  more administratively efficient. 
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Don Schellhardt 
Government Relations & I ami14 Law Attorneq 
4.5 Bracewood Koad 
Waterburv, Conncclicut Oh706 
pioneerpath(~hotrna~1 corn 
(203)  757-1 790 

Reprcscnting the following parties: 

THE AMHERST AI,LIANCE, ( ' o n n c c l ~ u l  

CITIZENS MEDIA CORPS,ALLSTON-BRIGHTON FREE RADIO, MU.C~VLICI?IL~~/~.% 
WI LW, ( 'onncdicul 

AI;RICLE: COMMIJhICA~~rIONS (Licensee of WFMU and KXHD), New./ev.c.ey 
KOL AMI HAVURAH (Licensee of WVJW-LP), Wesr V q i n i u  

SPRYCX COMMUNICATION, Oh/o 
. lAMl<A~;  MAGAZINE AND (;IUd;,V HOllSl< NICWS, Michigun 

€3 FA TR A D IO, hh nncw~lu 
KIBP-I>P, 7Cxu.v 

CI1ALK HILI. F~.DlJCATIONAI. MEDIA (Licensee o f  KZQZ-LP), 7bxu.v 
KHKH-FM, 7k.xu.v 

KEC NETWORKS, Art:unu 
THE KlWANlS CLUB OF WEST VLSALIA, ('ullfiimiu 

ROGU F COMM UNlC AT1 ON, Wc.st Virgimu 
JAMES JASON WENTWORTH, A h k u  

MATT t 1EW HAYES, Oregon 
JOHN DAVIDSON, ('u//forn/u 

ROD SEGO. (Nul2 
KYLE DRAKE, ,M/nnrso/u 

1 OIHN AN DERSON , W/.tcon.\ / n  
WILLIAM 6. HEBBERT, W/.\con.vin 
.[OHNA'lHAN E GRANT, /nd/u/?u 

ERlCH LOEPKE, 7kxu.s 
ROBERT C H ANEY, /,o?ri,v/unu 

STEPHEN C. BRINGHUKST, Aluhumu 

V I R G IN IA  CENTER FOR 'riw PLJBLIC PRESS, v i r p U  
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W 1 LL I A M H .  BEY RE R 1'mn.svlvuniu 
W. KEECE NEWTON, /'c,nn.v;/voncri 

RICHARD A. SHIVERS, KB3FGJ, l'rnn.y/vuniu 
MIKE EKICKSON, New York 

CEKA1.D JOHN MEIIRAB, WA2FNQ, New York 
KEVIN JOIiNSTON, New' York 

WESLE ANNF,MARlE DYMOKE, I?hod~ I,c.lund 
J AC K F' LANAG A N. Mus.c.ucAuse1l.s 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, DC 20554 

In The Matter of: 1 
1 

And Their Impact On 1 
Terrestrial Broadcastlng 1 

Digital Audio Broadcasting Systems ) MM Docket !39-325 

REPLY COMMENTS TO THE DECEMBER 10 PETITION FOR 
RECONSIDERATION BY GLEN CLARK 8 ASSOCIATES 

BY: 

THE AMHERST ALLIANCE, VIRGINIA CENTER FOR THE PUBLIC 

FREE RADIO, WILW, AURICLE COMMUNICATIONS (Licensee of 
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MEDIA, INC. (Licensee of KZQZ-LP), KBKH-FM, REC NETWORKS, 
THE KlWANlS CLUB OF WEST VISALIA, ROGUE 

COMMUNICATION, JAMES JASON WENTWORTH, 
MATTHEW HAYES, JOHN DAVIDSON, ROD SEGO, 

KYLE DRAKE, JOHN ANDERSON, WILLIAM G. HEBBERT, 
JOHNETHAN E. GRANT, ERlCH LOEPKE, ROBERT CHANEY, 

STEPHEN C. BRINGHURST, NICKOLAUS E. LEGGEH (N3NL), 
JOHN ROBERT BENJAMIN, WILLIAM H. BEYRER, 

W. REECE NEWTON, RICHARD A. SHIVERS (KB3FGJ), 
MIKE ERICKSON, GERALD JOHN MEHRAB (WA2FNQ), 
KEVIN JOHNSTON, WESLE ANNEMARIE DYMOKE AND 

JACK FLANAGAN 

PRESS (VCPP), CITIZENS MEDIA CORPSIALLSTON-BRIGHTON 

HOUSE NEWS, BEATRADIO, KIBP-LP, CHALK HILL EDUCATIONAL 
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These Reply Comments are filed on hehalf of  IS organizations and 21 individuals 

all o f  whom are parties to an October Petition For Reconsideration in FCC Docket M M  

99-325. which concerns In Hand On Channel (IHOC) Radio Digitalization. In  general, 

thcse 36 parties are a coalition of citizens’ advocacy &TOUPS, small existing or aspiring 

broadcasters (primarily, but not exclusively, non-protit), Amateur Radio Service 

operators and concerned radio listeners. 

can be tbund within the body otour  Petition For Reconsideration, which we hereby 

incorporate by reference. 

Descriptions of these various individual parties 

Our Petition For Reconsideration was timely tiled on October 25, 2002, in response 

to thc Commission-s Order. authorizing immediate IBOC broadcasting on an “interim” 

basis, on October 1 1 ,  2002. We tiled wilhin 15 calendar days of the FCC’s Order. 

Our Keplv Comments arc directed to a Petition For Reconsideration filed by GLEN 

CI.ARK & ASSOCIATES (GC&A), a Pittsburgh broadcast consulting firm, through the 

Washington. DC law firm of Garvey Schubert barer. 

December IO, 2002, but not posted on the Electronic Comment Filing System (ECFS) 

1 m i I  ~ c c e m h e r  15, 2002 

The Petition was filed on 

It was liled 2 n u u 7 / / 7 , v  after the FCC’s Order of October I 1  

The difference in tiling dates is a major contrast between the GC&A Petition and 

o u r  o w n .  Another ma.jor difference is that OUT Petition urges the FCC to suspend its 
Order, at least pending the resolution of‘ certain proceedings, whereas the GC&A Petition 

nould expand the Order by allowing w,q:h//rnic IBOC broadcasts on the AM band 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

We strongly oppose the GCBA Petition. We urge the 

Commission to deny it on the following grounds: 

1. The GCLA Petition was not timely filed. Our own 

October 25 Petition For Reconsideration was filed within 15 days 

of the Commission’s Order, approving In Band On Channel (IBOC) 

Radio Digitalization, on October 11. By contrast, the GCLA 

Petition was filed 2 months after the IBOC Order. 

2. The GCBA Petition would expand an Order which is 

itself procedurally premature and based on inadequate evidence. 

In this regard, we refer the Commission to the arguments in our 

October 25 Petition For Reconsideration, which we have 

incorporated in these Reply Comments by reference. 

3. The GCBA Petition, like the Commission’s IBOC Order 

itself, assumes an urgent need to initiate IBOC broadcasting as 

rapidly as possible. However, neither GCLA nor the FCC have 

demonstrated or documented the need for such speed. 



FCC Docket MM 99-325 
Reply Comments Of THE AMHERST ALL\ ANCE And 35 Others 

December 20,2002 
Page Five 

4. The GCILA Petition assumes that daytime lBOC 

broadcasting on AM frequencies will cause no interference - 

and then focuses on whether interference from AM nighttime 

IBOC broadcasting can be avoided through a policy less 

restrictive than the current ban on all nighttime IBOC broadcasts 

on the A M  Band. The Commission has already acknowledged, 

however, that interference from IBOC will be a general problem, 

not limited to nighttime AM alone. Before the Commission 

allows any =interimn IBOC broadcasts, by day or at night, over AM 

or FM, the Commission should deal with the concerns expressed 

by various parties about all kinds of intetference from IBOC. 

In addition: 

5. If, despite the concerns we have expressed, the 

Commission decides to consider the merits of GC8A's Petition 

For Reconsideration, the merits of our own Petition should be 

considered first. This is administratively effscient, since 

approval of our Petition would render the GC&A Petition moot. 
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The Timeliness Of GC8A’s Filing 

As me stated aboie. GC&A’s Petition For Reconsideration should be denied 

because II was mu timely filcd. 

substantive merits are ecen considered, because it was tiled so long after the 

Commission’s Order w’as issued in this Docket. 

The Petition should be denied on i t s  face, before i t s  

Wc are reluctant to point our collective lingers at GC&A because some ofthe 

parties i n  our coalition have o~~cu.s/onu//y missed a ti l ing deadline at the FCC themselves. 

Stil l , the worst late filing wc could find in our own ranks was a miss of the deadline by 3 

days CiC&A missed the deadline for Reconsideration Petitions by 6 weeks, 

expressing i tse l f  2 n/on/h.c after the IBOC Order was issued. Further, GC&A has not 

wen apologized for the time lapse, let alone provided an explanation for it. 

The Commission’s rules for timely filings wi l l  mean very little i f  missing the 

deadline by 6 ULVA.,(. without a ~ ~ t y  good explanation, can be overlooked. 

Thcre i s  also a mattcr o l e y t r r / ~ ~ .  The 36 parties to the October 25 Petition 

“played within the rules” and filed within 15 days of the October I1  Order. 

had only 2 weeks to prepare our Petition, while GC&A gave itself 8 weeks. 

Thus, we 

t lad u‘e had 8 weeks to prepare our Petition, we could have used the extra time to 

prepare an even stronger case than the one we presented. 

GC&A take 4 times the amount o f  time that M’C were allowed, under the rules. Such 

different treatment of c.ompc//izfi parties, i f  allowed, would be arbitrary and capricious 

Thus, i t  is  not equitable to let 
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The Unproven Need For Speed 

In i ts October 11, 2002 decision to approve IBOC, a key rationale for approval o f  

IHOC: 

The Commission even took the unusual step ofal lowing “interim” IBOC broadcasting to 

hegin immediately, hgforc, i t s  ‘-service rules” for IBOC operations have been estahlished 

-- or even proposed. 

the supposed urgcncq o t  proceeding iininediately with Radio Digitalization. 

This i s  the kind o f  haste, and disregard for contemplation, which administrative 

agencies normally resene for national emergencies. 

Now GC&A i s  asserting that one of the,/iw cautious decisions in the 99-325 

Order should be tossed aside i n  the interest of moving to full IBOC implementation at a 

hreakneck pace. 

Yet this --need for speed” has been u.uwnzed rather than demonstrated or 

Neither GC&A nor the F-CC have yet explained, or even begun to docuinented. 

explain, wl7-v IBOC i s  needed so quickly that a “rush tojudgment” is justified. 

A We note that an explanation of sorts has been offered On The Record 

bv Patricia Paoletla, an attorney a1 Washin@n’s Wiley, k i n  & Fielding. Ms. Paoletta, 

who is one ol‘several l a u y s  representing iBiquity Digital Corporation, made the 

following slatemenl in an Augusl 12, 2002 letter in FCC Docket 99-325, summarizing the 

essence o t  an c’.r pur/e presentation: 
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Mr IAlben] Shuldiner [Vice President & General Counsel for Biquity Digital 
Corporation] explained that wilhout FCC action, and subsequent broadcasting of IBOC 
w e r  the course of the Fall, IBOC reccivers at the CES show in January were unlikely to 
be successfully launched In turn,  without a successful CES show, rack space in retail 
stores would not be allocated, receivers would not he sold in mass, and consumers would 
haw  to wait an additional year to receive digital radio. 

Despite thc expressed conccrn about consumers who are eagerly awaiting the 

introduction ofdigital radio equipment, the fact that i s  that Docket 99-325 lacks uny solid 

evidence that radio lislencrs arc looking forward to Radio Digitalization, or are even 

~ ~ M ’ U Y C  of Radio Digitaliration. let alone are pining away for it. 

basis for the claim that IBOC Radio Digitalization i s  needed quickly to enhance the 

‘.competitiveness” o f  radio broadcasting with satellite transmissions, the lntemet and 

other rival Ihrins of communication 

There is, therefore, no 

I-low can i t  be assumed that IBOC will make radio broadcasting more “competitive” 

when it has not even been shown that IDOC will be p o p z d u r ~  

Indeed, all ofthe evidence on this point in Docket 99-325 points the other way -- 

toward consumer O ~ ~ O , Y / / / O H  to Radio I>iyitalization, or at least to the IBOC version o f  i t ]  

among those consumers who arc knowledgeable enough to speak out 

It i s  dif l icult to find within Docket 99-325 a single rank-and-tile radio listener 

who has tiled Comments in support of IBOC, but many can be found who have filed 

Comments against i t .  
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l’hcreforc. although thc broadcasting consultants ai GC&A (and their large 

broadcaster clients), as wd1 as anorneys for iBiquity may indeed be concerned that a few 

months of‘delay in FCC approval of IBOC might delay the commerclal onset of IBOC 

for a year, the consequence they fear is not impatient consumers but impeded cash Ilow. 

t iowver.  the cash tlon concerns of GCBA, large broadcasters and iBiquity 

Digital Corporation are not valid grounds for a “rush to judgment” by ihc /,{’(’. 

FCC Commissioners and staff arc supposcd to be concernedjuw with the listeners whose 

{axes rundtheir opcrations -- and whose votes elect the legislators who oversee them 

Instead. thc Coininission’s Ocroher 1 1 Order on IBOC includes the authorization for 

interim IBOC broadcasting to hegin hc.fore the “servic,e rules” to regulate i t  have even 

hcen proposed 

broadcasting corporations, i s  asking for extension of this “blank check” to the one major 

h r m  of IBOC hroadcasting on which the Commission has wisely reserved judgment 

The 

-- and notv K & A .  whose income flows primarily from large 

Ifone or more of the iHiquity sponsors require a “bailout” for bad investments, in 

IBOC and:or other ventures, then thc Commission should consider what direcl tinancia1 

assistance. if any. is appropriate. 

corporate ~ i ~ t ~ i n c ~ d  problems, of niassi be debt and/or under-capitalization, by foisting 

upon the general public, and upon the natural environment, a /echno/o~rcul approach that 

I S  flawed and cn~ironmentally questionable, with fundamentally under-examined 

potential consequences 

The Commission should no/ attempt to address 
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H.  As a related point. the Commission shoiild bear in mind -- but apparently has 

not -- that the entire chorus o f  cries for “urgent” implementation o f  IBOC comes from 

parties tcith a //r/crnc/u/ ,wl/i/tz/erc.v/ in  the I ROC technology. 

ob\;ious in the case of iBiquity Digital Corporation, which plans to market the 

uhno logy .  11 i i w i t  also he remembered that most o f  the large broadcasters who will huy 

the IBOC lechnology U ~ J  hold stock in the technology. 

hr/J(ri/c.tr.cli,c\ M.iIl hcj ,sell/tig /he /NO( ’ quipniLw/ / / I  /lie~riselves. 

While this self-interest i s  

For the most part, /he /urge 

I,arge broadcastcrs, in short, are inherently unable to provide an ohlcdive 

e\aluation o f  IROC technology 

also potential IBOC rnanunfacturers 

While they are potential IBOC consumers, they are 

Yet thc Commission, in rcsponding to proclamations by GC&A and i ts clients 

that the necd for IROC implementation IS “urgent”, has made no apparent effort to 

discount these proclamations, in any way, to adjust for the inherent conflicts o f  interests 

in their assessments. 

At the same time, the Commission has largely ignored the views of those 

cominentcrs who circ’ M I /  intlucnced bv such a conflict of interest -- beginning with the 

rank-and-tilc radio listeners o f  America 

In i t s  Order. the FCC acknowledged that most commenting listeners had been 

Idowever, i t  dismissed listener objections by stating “there i s  no appreciable critical. 

suppnrr within the broadcasting community” for Digitalirdtion alternatives to IBOC. 
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In fdct. there UI’C liroadcasters wlio oppose IBOC Some of them are even 

partics to the Ociober 25, 2002 Pctition to r  Kcconsideration. 

support l rom scveral Part 15 broadcasters .. 3 Low Power FM licensees . , .  several 

r r ~ p r i q  Lnw Powcr FM licensees . . two Non-Commercial Educational stations and 

kRKH-FM of’l~exas, a fu l l  power coinmcrclal station, as wd l .  

commercial stations, such as Kings Ray Radio in Georgia, are not parties to our Petition 

I:or Reconsideration but have ne\,erthelcsr. csprcssed opposition to IBOC in their 99-325 

Written Comments 

Our Petition has drawn 

Other full power 

It should also be noted that the Grassroots Radio Conference -- the equivalent o f  

a trade association advisory group for community-oriented Non-Commercial Educational 

stations -- 

stations should oppose IROC Radio Iligitalization. 

~ / ~ ~ . / 0 m u / / 0 / 7  -- that is, unanimously -- at a national meeting which drew more than 

100 employees o f38  radio stations. 

adopted on August 1 I ,  2002 a Resolution which recommends that a l l  NCE 

That Resolution was adopted by 

‘fhcrerore, the conllict over IBOC i s  not solely between radio listeners and “the 

broadcasting community” 

broadcasting companies, with an increasing number o f  small broadcasters beginning to 

align themselves with their listeners 

The conllict is between radio listeners and /urge 
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C 111 addition to the fact that v i r / i d / v  cwrx / t r r , y  broudcu.v/cr W / Z O  \uppor/., 

/HO(  ’ / c ~ ~ . / z ~ ~ ~ J / o ~  hu.v uti c’c/ii//y /n/cre.v/ in //zul IechnolrJW, the Commission also needs to 

considcr u!70/ /7<’ ! ‘  confllct oflntercst among those corporations who call IBOC 

implementation “urgent‘ 

That is: / t q e  hroudL,us/c,r.v .s/und / r l  p i i t z  .suh.v/uti/iu/ rc’vctiucs/rurn (NO( ’ 

ciii.\!/ iut:i, L , / ~ U ~ ~ / W / , Y .  tlow oh,jectively can large radio broadcasters assess I BOC’s 

potential value (or lack therco!) for radio listeners -- 

moncy Or those companies from auxiliary uses than from radio? I t  may be 

understandable for large broadcasters to look first to the ovcruII impact o f  IBOC on their 

stockholders, hut the Commission has n o  such excusc for giving short shrift to thc 

expressed views ofradio lisieners 

whcn IBOC may make more 

/./.v/etzc,r.v are the “stockholders” of the FCC 

Arguments In Our October 25 Petition For Reconsideration 

The Coinmission should also deny the GC&A’s December 10 Petition because, as 

\\e nolcd above. i t  would expand an Order which I S  already procedurally premature and 

based on inadequate information In this regard, we cite the arguments in our October 

25 Pclition For Reconsideration, which \ve haw incorporated in  these Reply Comments 

by reference 
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Radio Interference 

As we h a w  noted above. the GC&A Petition assumes that IBOC generally causes 

no radio Intcrfcrcnce -- and then asks why nighttime IBOC broadcasts on A M  should 

he reslricied across-the-board. In Fact, however, the record in FCC Docket MM 99-325 

s h o \ \ a  expressions oiconccrn ahout IBOC interhence with ull kinds of radio: AM and 

FM,  nighttime and daytime. The FCC should investigate cdl forms oflBOC inlerl'erence 

more closely bcfore i t  allo\vs t r m '  IHOC broadcasts. 

Consideration Of The Two Competing Petitions 

l f rhe Commission dccidcs to consider the mcrits ot'the GC&A Petition, then -- as 

we noted above -- the merils of our October 25 Petition should be considered.firsl. Our 

Petitinn &as filed first, by a margin of 6 weeks, uritlapproval of  our Petition would 

render consideration ofthe GC&A Petition moot and unnecessary 

CONCLUSION 

For a l l  o i  the redsons we h a w  mentioned, as well as the procedural arguments 

madc in our October 25 Pctition For Reconsideration, we urge the Commission to 

reconsider i ts -'rush to judgment" on ll30C. 

suspend I ts  Octnhcr I 1 Order, at least pending the completion of various relevant 

proceedings. We also urge the Commission io deny the December 10 Petition For 

l<cconsideration by Glen Clark & Associates. 

Specilkally, we again urpe the FCC to 
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/ I ,  despite our concerns, the Commission decides to consider the Decemher I O  

Pelition For Reconsideration, we urge the Commission to consider,fir,v/ the merits of our 

own Ociobcr 25 Pelition For Reconsidcration. This coursc would be more equiiable rrnd 

inore adrninislratively efficieni -- since the Commission's approval ofthe October 25 

Petition would render consideration ofthe December I O  Petition moot and unnecessary. 

. I  1 he Commission has a legal obligation, und a moral obligation, to take the time to 

do I)ignalization right. 

Respectful I y subin il ted, 

Don Schellhardt, Esquire 
Government Relations & Faintly I .a\v Attorney 
-IS Braccwood Road 
Waterbury, Connecticut 06706 
~ J l ~ ~ l l i ' ~ ~ p u / / l ~ ~ / l r , I , l z t r I ~ .  coI11 

(203) 757- I790 

Dated <CG---. 
December 20. 2662 

Represcnting The Following 36 Parties. 

I'li11 ,ZMtIERST ALLIANCE 
Waterhurq. Connecticut 

VIRGINIA CENTER FOR . r t iE  PLJBI.IC PRESS 
Richmond. Virginia 
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CI II%ENS MEDIA CORPS, AI.L,S'I'ON-BKIGtlTON FREE RADIO 
Boston, Massachusetts 

WIILU' 
West Hartford, Connecticut 

AIJR1Cl.t COMMUNICATIONS (Licensee of WFMU and KXHD)  
Jcrsey City. Ne\v Jersey 

K O L  AMI IIAVIJRAH (I.icensee o f  WVlW-LP) 
Renwood. West Virginia 

SPKYES COMMl.!NlCATlOh 
Hamilton, Ohio 

KIBP-1.P 
Padre Island. ' l~exar 

CHA1.K I-IILI. EDUCATIONAL MEDIA, INC. (Licensee of KZQX-LP) 
Kilgore, Texas 

KHK t 1- FM 
Shamrock, 'l'exas 

KFC NM'WORKS 
Tempc. Arizona 

'THE K IWANIS  CI,UH Ob WEST VISALIA 
Vi ~a I I a, ('a1 i forn ia 

KOGIJE COMMUNICATION 
Seattlc. W a s l i i n ~ ~ w  
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.)A MES .I ASON WENT WOR'I~  ti 
Fairbanks, Alaska 

MA'I 'TIIEW HAYES 
Portland. Oregon 

JOt lN  I jAVIDSON 
1.a Jolla. Calitbrnia 

K Y L E  IIRAKL: 
1'14 mouth, M innesota 

JOHN ANDkRSON 
Madison. Wisconsin 

WIL.I_IAM C i .  H L B H E R I  
Havside, Wisconsin 

. IOtlhATIlAN E. GRAN1 
Kokomo. Indiana 

ERlCH LLOE.:I'KE 
Fort Worth. Texas 

KOHER I CHAIUEY 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

S 1 1  I'HL~N C t3RINGtIIlRSl 
Jackwnville, Alabama 

N IC KO I . A l  j 5 t :,. ILEG G F:' 1.T. N 3N I 
Reston, Virginia 

. IOt iN ROBERT 8t rN. IAMIN 
Marienvillc, Pennsylvania 
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W l l . t l l M  I~I. OEYKER 
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